
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE7192 May 4, 2001
‘‘(B) an elementary or secondary school.’’. 

SA 377. Mr. CLELAND submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1, to extend programs 
and activities under the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows:

On page 319, between lines 19 and 20, insert 
the following: 

‘‘(12) Supporting the activities of profes-
sional development schools and education 
councils, involving partnerships between ele-
mentary schools, secondary schools, and in-
stitutions of higher education, including 
community colleges, for the purpose of—

‘‘(A) preparing out-of-field teachers to be 
qualified to teach all of the classes that the 
teachers are assigned to teach; 

‘‘(B) preparing paraprofessionals to become 
fully qualified teachers in areas served by 
high need local educational agencies; 

‘‘(C) supporting teams of master teachers, 
including teachers certified by the National 
Board for Professional Teaching Standards, 
and student teacher interns as a part of an 
extended teacher education program; and 

‘‘(D) supporting teams of master teachers, 
including teachers certified by the National 
Board for Professional Teaching Standards, 
to serve in low-performing schools. 

On page 329, line 7, strike ‘‘; and’’ and in-
sert a semicolon. 

On page 329, line 13, strike the period and 
insert ‘‘; and’’. 

On page 329, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following: 

‘‘(C) may include activities carried out 
jointly with professional development 
schools and education councils, involving 
partnerships between elementary schools, 
secondary schools, and institutions of higher 
education, including community colleges, for 
the purpose of improving teaching and learn-
ing at low-performing schools. 

On page 329, between lines 18 and 19, insert 
the following: 

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) EDUCATION COUNCIL.—The term ‘edu-

cation council’ means a partnership that—
‘‘(A) is established between—
‘‘(i) an elementary school or a secondary 

school; and 
‘‘(ii) an institution of higher education; 

and 
‘‘(B) provides professional development to 

teachers to ensure that the teachers are pre-
pared and meet high standards for teaching, 
particularly by educating and preparing pro-
spective teachers in a classroom setting and 
enhancing the knowledge of in-service teach-
ers while improving the education of the 
classroom students. 

‘‘(2) LOW-PERFORMING SCHOOL.—The term 
‘low-performing school’ means an elemen-
tary school or secondary school that is de-
termined to be low-performing by a State, on 
the basis of factors such as low student 
achievement, low student performance, un-
clear academic standards, high rates of stu-
dent absenteeism, high dropout rates, and 
high rates of staff turnover or absenteeism. 

‘‘(3) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT SCHOOL.—
The term ‘professional development school’ 
means a partnership that—

‘‘(A) is established between—
‘‘(i) an elementary school or a secondary 

school; and 
‘‘(ii) an institution of higher education; 

and 
‘‘(B)(i) provides sustained and high quality 

preservice clinical experience, including the 

mentoring of prospective teachers by veteran 
teachers; 

‘‘(ii) substantially increases interaction 
between faculty at institutions of higher 
education and new and experienced teachers, 
principals, and other administrators at ele-
mentary schools or secondary schools; and 

‘‘(iii) provides support, including prepara-
tion time, for such interaction. 

f 

THE GREEN SCARE 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, our 

collective national memory is still 
haunted by images from the so-called 
‘‘McCarthy Era.’’ This was a time in 
the middle of the last century when 
‘‘The Red Scare’’ came to dominate 
both the headlines and the national 
consciousness, a time when no stone 
was left unturned in the search for the 
Communists beneath them. 

Truth took a back seat during ‘‘The 
Red Scare,’’ with the result that inno-
cent and guilty alike had their rights 
trampled upon, and an entirely proper 
investigation became an exercise in 
hysteria. During ‘‘The Red Scare’’ we 
lost track of the facts and got wrapped-
up in the emotions of the time. 

The United States is now entering 
into an energy crisis. Demand for 
power is up and supplies are, if not 
down, at least not keeping up with that 
demand. As an example, gasoline prices 
are over $2 a gallon, and the hot weath-
er and travel season aren’t even here 
yet, Mr. President! 

We all know there’s a real power cri-
sis in the State of California. How it 
came about is well-documented and 
need not occupy us here today. Suffice 
it to say, all the elements conspired to 
come together at the right time and in 
the right place—much like the events 
told in ‘‘The Perfect Storm’’—and this 
disaster is now upon us. 

How are we going to get out of it, or, 
at least, mitigate the worst of its ef-
fects? How do we get there from here? 
I submit we are neither going to exclu-
sively drill our way out of it, nor are 
we going to exclusively conserve our 
way out of it. Both those options may 
look good on paper, but they are 
doomed to failure in the real world. 

This body is about to come to grips 
with designing a national energy pol-
icy. It will be an interesting time for 
us, as we work to blend effective con-
servation measures with ways to en-
sure that we have the power sources we 
need. It is my hope that this plan will 
be based on sound science, not on emo-
tions or slogans. If it’s not, it’s eye-
wash, not worth the paper the head-
lines it would generate are written on. 

Mr. President, there is a five-part se-
ries entitled ‘‘Environment Inc.,’’ 
which ran between April 22 and April 
26, 2001, in the ‘‘Sacramento Bee’’ 
newspaper. 

This series was written by a ‘‘Bee’’ 
reporter named Tom Knudson. Mr. 
Knudson has won two Pulitzer Prices 
for his writing on environmental 
issues. 

This series examines the high-pow-
ered fund raising machine that now 
characterizes much of today’s Cor-
porate Environmental Culture, a ma-
chine that increasingly funds, not envi-
ronmental conservation efforts, but an 
unceasing flow of litigation and a 
spreading spill of public relations ef-
forts. Conservation organizations have, 
themselves, become big businesses, 
complete with fund raising consultants 
and tremendous salaries. 

Annual salaries for the heads of 9 of 
the 10 largest environmental groups 
now top $200,000; one makes over 
$300,000 a year. In 1997, and I quote 
here: ‘‘. . . one group fired its presi-
dent and awarded him a severance pay-
ment of $760,335.’’ We don’t see tele-
vision ads of fat cats in their high-rise 
offices or swilling martinis in ritzy ho-
tels. The article notes that some are 
now calling the Sierra Club, ‘‘Club Si-
erra.’’ John Muir would be appalled, I 
think. 

Make no mistake about it, the Cor-
porate Environmental Culture has 
raised a lot of money. Direct mail ef-
forts. It boggles the mind to think that 
anyone would give money to a group 
that sends out millions of paper bro-
chures asking for money to save the 
rain forest. Telemarketing efforts. 
‘‘Send us money or the Jenkins War-
bler goes extinct on the 27th of next 
month.’’

This series points out that, and I 
quote:

Six national environmental groups spend 
so much money on fund raising and overhead 
they don’t have enough left to meet the min-
imum benchmark for environmental spend-
ing—60 percent of annual expenses—rec-
ommended by charity watchdog organiza-
tions.

Many—although, in fairness, not 
all—of these groups use an accounting 
loophole—and again I quote:
to classify millions of dollars spend on direct 
mail and telemarketing not as fund raising, 
but as public education and environmental 
activism!

If a citizen wants to give a few bucks 
to Club Sierra, that’s not properly any 
of our business, is it? But increasingly, 
this series points out, environmental 
groups are inundating the courts with 
endangered species lawsuits. Such suits 
have become one of their basic tools. 
Even if there’s no chance they’ll win, 
they can tie up projects in courts for 
years on end. 

Every time the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service misses a deadline, a lawsuit 
follows like a hungry duckling wad-
dling after its mother. Increasingly, 
the Service will tell you they are de-
voting more and more of their time and 
resources to fighting lawsuits, which 
leaves less and less time for the wild-
life biology that is the Service’s proper 
business. 

Why would groups suppposedly dedi-
cated to conservation behave this way? 
Increasingly evidence suggests this on-
slaught of suits might well have its 
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roots in the Almighty Dollar and the 
pursuit thereof. A lawyer who wins one 
of these ‘‘citizen suits’’ is entitled to a 
refund of his or her attorney fees from 
the taxpayers. These attorneys typi-
cally charge $150 to $350 an hour. The 
series notes that, and again I quote:

When California water districts won a 
suit . . . last year, they submitted a bill for 
$546,403.70 to the government. The Justice 
Department was stunned.

It gets worse. There is increasing evi-
dence that environmental groups are 
misusing science. They are behaving 
the way a fellow who tries to sell you 
a used toothbrush behaves, that is, 
they tell the truth, but they don’t tell 
the whole truth. Here’s an example 
from the series relating to necessary 
thinning programs in national forests.

The buildup of fuels in Western forests was 
a prominent topic in the 1996 Sierra Nevada 
Ecosystem Project report, a 3,187-page sci-
entific assessment of the California moun-
tain range. 

Citing a remarkable accumulation of vege-
tation and deadwood, the $6.5 million, con-
gressionally funded report warned of a fiery 
future—unless overcrowded stands were 
thinned soon.

One suggested remedy was small-tree log-
ging, followed by prescribed fire. ‘Logging 
can serve as a tool to help reduce fire haz-
ard,’ it stated. 

Environmental groups overlooked that 
part of the report. 

Instead, they plucked one sentence from 
thousands to argue that all logging is bad. 
Here’s how the National Forest Protection 
Alliance, a consortium of activists, used the 
report last fall in an action alert, under the 
heading, ‘‘What the Government’s Own Sci-
entists Say about Logging and Wildfires’’: 
‘‘Timber harvest, through its effects on for-
est structure, local microclimate and fuels 
accumulation has increased fire severity 
more than any other recent human activ-
ity.’’

One fire scientist who helped write 
the report notes that the excerpt refers 
to historic logging that left Western 
forests littered with woody debris—not 
modern thinning designed to clean up 
such debris. Informed of this, a net-
work coordinator for the forest alli-
ance, said: ‘‘This is the most popular 
fact we have. It is a quote 
congresspeople have used.’’

Well, that settles that for all time, 
doesn’t it, Mr. President? 

I submit that our national energy 
policy is increasingly being affected 
not by scientific fact and the best in-
terests of the country, but by the same 
type of hysteria and misinformation we 
saw when truth took a back seat dur-
ing ‘‘The Red Scare’’ of 50 years ago. 

During ‘‘The Red Scare’’ we lost 
track of the facts and got wrapped-up 
in emotion. During ‘‘The Green Scare,’’ 
which we’re going through now, we’re 
giving ourselves over to hysteria yet 
again. This present-day hysteria is fed 
by a bloated, inefficient environmental 
industry, absorbed by its pursuit of 
money and devoted to the preservation, 
not of the natural environment, but of 
its own high rise, martini-swilling cor-

porate lifestyle. There is a sizeable 
body of evidence that Environment, 
Inc. is willing to abandon truth and 
science, even the very reason for its ex-
istence, in pursuit of a buck. It is a 
movement that has lost its soul. 

There’s a bright side to all this. First 
of all, the word is getting out. Thanks 
to people like Tom Knudson, the au-
thor of the ‘‘Environment Inc.’’ series 
and to concerned people in an out of 
the environmental movement, more 
and more people are coming to realize 
they’ve bought that used toothbrush 
we talked about before. As our popu-
lation soars and demands upon our eco-
system accelerate, there is much real 
environmental work to be done. 

I will conclude where Mr. Knudson’s 
series concludes, with the coming thing 
in environmentalism, a movement both 
new and rooted in the very origins of 
environmentalism. Everyday ‘‘garden-
variety’’ environmentalists are bring-
ing ‘‘more science, entrepreneurial 
skill, accountability, teamwork, and 
results to a movement they say has 
grown self-righteous, inefficient, cha-
otic, and shrill.’’ The Nature Conser-
vancy, the Conservation Fund, and 
other groups are focusing, not on their 
offices and attorney fees, but on pro-
tecting land and on restoring it. These 
groups are making allowances for nec-
essary development. 

This represents a maturing of the en-
vironmental movement, a realization 
that it is fire not smoke that counts, 
results, not headlines. It is time for 
America to stand up to the lies and 
hysteria of ‘‘The Green Scare’’ and say: 
‘‘No. Not again.’’

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that excerpts from the series ‘‘En-
vironment Inc.’’ be printed in the 
RECORD.

I wish to also note that the entire se-
ries may be found at: www.sacbee.com/
news/projects/environment.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Sacramento Bee, Apr. 22, 2001] 
FAT OF THE LAND—MOVEMENT’S PROSPERITY 

COMES AT A HIGH PRICE 
(By Tom Knudson) 

As a grass-roots conservationist from Or-
egon, Jack Shipley looked forward to his 
visit to Washington, D.C., to promote a com-
munity-based forest management plan. But 
when he stepped into the national head-
quarters of The Wilderness Society, his ex-
citement turned to unease. 

‘‘It was like a giant corporation,’’ Shipley 
said, ‘‘Floor after floor after floor, just like 
Exxon or AT&T.’’

In San Francisco, Sierra Club board mem-
ber Chad Hanson experienced a similar let-
down when he showed up for a soiree at one 
of the city’s finest hotels in 1997. 

‘‘Here I had just been elected to the largest 
grass-roots environmental group in the 
world and I am having martinis in the pent-
house of the Westin St. Francis,’’ said Han-
son, an environmental activist from Pasa-
dena. ‘‘What’s wrong with this picture? It 
was surreal.’’

Soon, Hanson was calling the Sierra Club 
by a new name: Club Sierra. 

Extravagance is not a trait normally 
linked with environmental groups. The 
movement’s tradition leans toward sim-
plicity, economy and living light on the 
land. But today, as record sums of money 
flow to environmental causes, prosperity is 
pushing tradition aside, and the millions of 
Americans who support environmental 
groups are footing the bill. 

High-rise offices, ritzy hotels and martinis 
are but one sign of wider change. Rising ex-
ecutive salaries and fat Wall Street port-
folios are another. So, too, is a costly reli-
ance on fund-raising consultants for finan-
cial success. 

Put the pieces together and you find a 
movement estranged from its past, one that 
has come to resemble the corporate world it 
often seeks to reform.

Although environmental organizations 
have accomplished many stirring and impor-
tant victories over the years, today groups 
prosper while the land does not. Competition 
for money and members is keen, Litigation 
is a blood sport. Crisis, real or not, is a com-
modity. And slogans and sound bites mas-
querade as scientific fact. 

‘‘National environmental organizations, I 
fear, have grown away from the grass roots 
to mirror the foxes they had been chasing,’’ 
said environmental author Michael Frome, 
at a wilderness conference in Seattle last 
year. ‘‘They seem to me to have turned 
tame, corporate and compromising.’’

This series of articles—based on more than 
200 interviews, travel across 12 states and 
northern Mexico, and thousands of state and 
federal records—will explore the poverty of 
plenty that has come to characterize much 
of the environmental movement. Some of 
the highlights: 

Salaries for environmental leaders have 
never been higher. In 1999—the most recent 
year for which comparable figures are avail-
able—chief executives at nine of the nation’s 
10 largest environmental groups earned 
$200,000 and up, and one topped $300,000. In 
1997, one group fired its president and award-
ed him a severance payment of $760,335. 

Money is flowing to conservation in un-
precedented amounts, reaching $3.5 billion in 
1999, up 94 percent from 1992. But much of it 
is not actually used to protect the environ-
ment. Instead, it is siphoned off to pay for 
bureaucratic overhead and fund raising, in-
cluding expensive direct-mail and tele-
marketing consultants. 

Subsidized by federal tax dollars, environ-
mental groups are filing a blizzard of law-
suits that no longer yield significant gain for 
the environment and sometimes infuriate 
federal judges and the Justice Department. 
During the 1990s, the U.S. Treasury paid $31.6 
million in legal fees for environmental cases 
filed against the government. 

Those who know the environment best—
the scientists who devote their careers to 
it—say environmental groups often twist 
fact into fantasy to serve their agendas. 
That is especially true in the debate over one 
of America’s most majestic landscapes: its 
Western evergreen forests. A 1999 report by 
the U.S. General Accounting Office found 
that 39 million acres across the West are ‘‘at 
high risk of catastrophic fire.’’ Yet many 
groups use science selectively to oppose 
thinning efforts that could reduce fire risk. 

‘‘A lot of environmental messages are sim-
ply not accurate,’’ said Jerry Franklin, a 
professor of forest ecology and ecosystem 
science at the University of Washington. 
‘‘But that’s the way we sell messages in this 
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society. We use hype. And we use those 
pieces of information that sustain our posi-
tion. I guess all large organizations do that.’’

And sometimes when nature needs help the 
most, environmental groups are busy with 
other things. 

As the tiny Fresno kangaroo rat struggled 
for survival in the industrialized farmland of 
California’s San Joaquin Valley in the 1990s, 
for example, the environmental movement 
did not seem to notice. 

As a fisheries conservationist tried to save 
rare trout species across remote parts of Or-
egon and Nevada, he found no safety net in 
major environmental groups. 

As sea turtles washed up dead and dying on 
Texas beaches in 1993, no groups made the 
turtles their mascot. 

‘‘I contacted everybody and nobody lis-
tened,’’ said Carole Allen, who rehabilitates 
turtles injured in fishing nets. ‘‘Everybody 
wants to save dolphins. Turtles aren’t pop-
ular. It really gets frustrating.’’

Yet look closely at environmentalism 
today and you also see promise and pros-
perity coming together to form a new style 
of environmentalism—one that is sprouting 
quietly, community by community, across 
the United States and is rooted in results, 
not rhetoric. 

‘‘I’m so frustrated with the opportunism 
and impulsiveness of how groups are going 
about things,’’ said Steve McCormick, presi-
dent of The Nature Conservancy, which uses 
science to target and solve environmental 
problems. ‘‘What’s the plan? What are the 
milestones by which we can measure our suc-
cess?’’

Today’s challenges are more subtle and se-
rious than those of the past. Stopping a dam 
is child’s play compared to halting the 
spread of destructive, non-native species. 
Protecting old-growth forests from logging is 
simple; saving them from fire and disease is 
more difficult. 

But as the Bush administration takes con-
trol in Washington, many groups are again 
tuning up sound bites—not drawing up solu-
tions. 

There is no clearinghouse for information 
about environmental groups, no oversight 
body watching for abuse and assessing job 
performance. What information exists is 
scattered among many sources, including the 
Internal Revenue Service, philanthropic 
watchdogs, the U.S. Department of Justice 
and nonprofit trade associations. 

Sift through their material and here is 
what you find: 

Donations are at flood stage. In 1999, indi-
viduals, companies and foundations gave an 
average of $9.6 million a day to environ-
mental groups, according to the National 
Center for Charitable Statistics, which mon-
itors nonprofit fund raising. 

The dollars do not enrich equally. The na-
tion’s 20 largest groups—a tiny slice of the 
more than 8,000 environmental organiza-
tions—took in 29 percent of contributions in 
1999, according to IRS Form 990 tax records. 
The top 10 earned spots on the Chronicle of 
Philanthropy’s list of America’s wealthiest 
charities. 

The richest is The Nature Conservancy, an 
Arlington, Va., group that focuses on pur-
chasing land to protect the diversity of spe-
cies. In 1999, The Nature Conservancy re-
ceived $403 million, as much as its six near-
est rivals combined: Trust for Public Land, 
Ducks Unlimited, World Wildlife Fund, Con-
servation International, National Wildlife 
Federation and Natural Resources Defense 
Council. 

Forty years ago, the environmental move-
ment was a national policy sideshow. Today, 

it is a strong, vocal lobby that weighs in on 
everything from highway transportation to 
global trade. Some groups, such as the Na-
tional Audubon Society and Environmental 
Defense, are generalists, dabbling in many 
things. Others, such as Ducks Unlimited and 
Conservation International, have found suc-
cess in specialization. 

* * * * *
David Brower, the legendary former Sierra 

Club leader who led successful battles to 
keep dams out of Dinosaur National Monu-
ment and the Grand Canyon in the 1950s and 
’60s, said success springs from deeds, not dol-
lars. 

‘‘We were getting members because we 
were doing things,’’ Brower said before he 
died last year. ‘‘Out (strength) came from 
outings and trips—getting people out. If 
came from full-page ads and books.’’

Today, there is a new approach—junk mail 
and scare tactics. 

‘‘Dear Friend, If you’ve visited a national 
park recently, then some of the things 
you’re about to read may not surprise you! 

‘‘America’s National Park System—the 
first and finest in the world—is in real trou-
ble right now. 

‘‘Yellowstone . . . Great Smoky Mountains 
. . . Grand Canyon . . . Everglades. Wilder-
ness, wildlife, air and water in all these mag-
nificent parks are being compromised by ad-
jacent mining activities, noise pollution, 
commercial development and other dan-
gerous threats . . .’’

So begins a recent fund-raising letter from 
the National Parks Conservation Associa-
tion, a 400,000-plus-member organization. 
The letter goes on to tell of the group’s ac-
complishments, warn of continued threats, 
ask for money—‘‘$15 or more’’—and offer 
something special for signing up. ‘‘Free as 
our welcome-aboard gift . . . The NPCA bean 
bag bear!’’

Let’s say you did send in $15. What would 
become of it? 

According to the group’s 1998–99 federal tax 
form, much of your money would have been 
routed not to parks but to more fund raising 
and overhead. Just $7.62 (51 percent) would 
have been spent on parks, less than the min-
imum 60 percent recommended by the Amer-
ican Institute of Philanthropy, a nonprofit 
charity watchdog group. 

And the parks association is not alone. 
Five other major groups—including house-

hold names such as Greenpeace and the Si-
erra Club—spend so much on fund raising, 
membership and overhead they don’t meet 
standards set by philathropic watchdog 
groups. 

It’s not just the cost of raising money that 
catches attention these days. It is the nature 
of the fund-raising pitches themselves.

‘‘What works with direct mail? The answer 
is crisis. Threats and crisis,’’ said Beard, the 
Audubon Society chief operating officer. 

‘‘So what you get in your mailbox is a 
never-ending stream of crisis-related shrill 
material designed to evoke emotions so you 
will sit down and write a check. I think it’s 
a slow walk down a dead-end road. You reach 
the point where people get turned off.’’ Then 
he hesitated, adding: 

‘‘But I don’t want to say direct mail is bad 
because, frankly, it works.’’

Even some of those who sign the appeals 
are uncomfortable with them. 

‘‘Candidly, I am tired of The Wilderness 
Society and other organizations—and we are 
a culprit here—constantly preaching gloom 
and doom,’’ said William Meadows, the soci-
ety’s president, whose signature appears on 
millions of crisis-related solicitations. ‘‘We 
do have positive things to say.’’

Many environmental groups, The Wilder-
ness Society included, also use a legal ac-
counting loophole to call much of what they 
spend on fund raising ‘‘public education.’’

In 1999, for instance, The Wilderness Soci-
ety spend $1.46 million on a major member-
ship campaign consisting of 6.2 million let-
ters. But when it came time to disclose that 
bill in its annual report, the society shifted 
87 percent—$1.27 million—to public edu-
cation. The group also shrank a $94,411 tele-
marketing bill by deciding that 71 percent 
was public education.’’

The Wilderness Society’s spokesman, Ben 
Beach, said that kind of accounting is appro-
priate because fund-raising solicitations are 
educational. 

‘‘No one is trying to do anything that isn’t 
right by the rule book here,’’ he said. ‘‘A lot 
of us don’t particularly like getting (tele-
marketing) calls. But that’s not to say you 
don’t learn something.’’

Still, the accounting practice is controver-
sial. Nine of the nation’s 20 largest groups 
don’t use it. ‘‘Playing games with numbers is 
not worth the effort or questions that would 
come from it,’’ said Stephen Howell, chief 
operating officer at The Nature Conservancy. 

‘‘It should be called what it is,’’ said 
Noonan, the Conservation Fund leader. ‘‘As 
we become larger and more successful, I 
worry about the ethics of our movement. We 
need to think about self-regulation and 
standards. If not, the ones who make mis-
takes are going to hurt it for all of us.’’

Dollars can disappear in other ways, of 
course. 

* * * * *
Comfortable office digs and sumptuous 

fund-raising banquets are another drain on 
donor dollars. The Sierra Club spends $59,473 
a month for its office lease in San Francisco. 
In Washington, Greenpeace pays around 
$45,000 a month. 

In June 1998, The Nature Conservancy 
spent more than $1 million on a single fund-
raising bash in New York City’s Central 
Park. Carly Simon and Jimmy Buffett 
played. Masters of ceremonies included Dan 
Rather, Peter Jennings, Mike Wallace and 
Leslie Stahl. Variety magazine reported that 
the 1,100 guests were treated to a martini bar 
and a rolling cigar station. 

‘‘The goal was to raise (our) profile among 
high-dollar donors,’’ Conservancy spokesman 
Mike Horak said in a statement. And it paid 
off: $1.8 million was raised. 

* * * * * 
Salaries gobble up money raised, too. In 

1999, top salaries at the 10 largest environ-
mental groups averaged $235,918, according 
to IRS tax forms. By contrast, the president 
of Habitat for Humanity, International—
which builds homes for the poor—earned 
$62,843. At Mothers Against Drunk Driving, 
the president made $69,570. 

Among environmental groups, Ducks Un-
limited paid its leader the most: $346,882. 

‘‘Those salaries are obscene,’’ said Martin 
Litton, a former Sierra Club board member, 
who worked tirelessly over a half-century to 
help bring about the creation of Redwoods 
National Park in 1968 and Sequoia National 
Monument last year. Litton did it for free. 

‘‘There should be sacrifice in serving the 
environment,’’ he said. 

* * * * *
f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT—S. 1 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the Senate re-
sume consideration of S. 1 at 2 o’clock 
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